'illegal' migration as such (Mujeres sin Fronteras, 2005; Vogel, 2003) .
The term 'illegal' migration marks an explicit break of the national law in question by non-nationals according to a person's present migratory legal status, whereas the term irregular migration may also refer to more complex processes that can be deemed 'illegal' depending on judicial interpretation.
Regular/Irregular migration is not bound to a legal defiance that relates to a fixed status of a non-national at a point in time, but refers to a more complex act that is processed over an unspecified time span instead.
Irregular migration points to the changing modalities or the legal hybridism of actions or processes and the possible changing status of migratory legality. Within this complex process, the present status of migratory legality may change over time, but it is legitimate to claim that the migratory process may be irregular at times and regular at other times. Pathways in and out of irregularity are manifold and may change the status of migratory regularity from one day to the other (see also table 1 and the following section below). The concept's nature of fluidity becomes evident when looking at the various combinations of how a status of irregularity may be produced. The combinations presented below may be easily expanded and go beyond the following illustrations.
For the purposes of a more detailed explanation, irregular migratory statuses include (1) clandestine or irregular entry where a non-national does not possess complete travel documents required under the rules and regulations of the entered territory of a country; (2) irregular residence where a non-national does not comply with the required authorisation to stay in the territory of a country, or the non-national completed all formalities and obtained an temporarily authorisation and ignores the issued period of the authorised stay, i.e. overstays; (3) irregular employment, where a non-national is actively engaged in unlawful or unauthorised employment, or is engaged in authorised employment, where work authorisation has ceased.
Non-nationals who enter legally may transform into persons with an irregular status by working without a permit, by overstaying, or by leaving the territory irregularly and proceeding to another country, as might be the case in the EU. Likewise, non-nationals who enter irregularly may change their status through a successful asylum application and receive refugee status. The various possible forms of irregular migration statuses can be summarised in the following table (Table 1) . • Continuation of employment, but authorisation has ceased
• Switching employer without a permit 3 Regular Irregular Irregular • 'Visa overstayers'
• Residence permit or working permit has ceased
• Asylum application has been rejected, but non-national stays in the territory of the country • Native-born children of irregular migrants
• Native-born children of legal non-nationals, but no application for resident permit has been issued 9 Irregular Regular n.a.
Smuggled irregular non-nationals
In sum, whether the form of migration is called 'undocumented', 'clandestine', 'bogus', 'unauthorised', 'sans papier' or 'illegal', it is the status or process of irregular international migration of people, which may or may not take place in defiance of national laws depending on the judicial interpretation.
Irregular Migration -Variety and Policy Options
The phenomenon of irregular migration can take place in manifold and non-exhaustive variations. They can be distinguished by duration, purpose, political implications, geographical background, background of decision-making (whether or not the decision was taken voluntarily or it has been a forced decision), as well as the type of actor (migrant) with reference to their gender, age and skills.
Most recent research confirms that there is no typical irregular migrant. Although one could state that most irregular migrants are young or middle aged, they can be low or high skilled, male or female, with or without children. Still, it heavily depends on the country of origin, the country of destination, the period in history, and the economic period of time. Alt (1999 Alt ( , 2003 , Jordan and Düvell (2003) , or more recently McKay (2009) , confirmed that people living in a country with an irregular immigration status range from enslaved or exploited irregular migrants due to the vulnerable position they are in, to irregular migrants living comfortable lives and working in all kinds of industry sectors, including the white collar sector.
Vollmer (2008a) pointed to a drastic lack of research in this field, with the UK serving as an example.
As regards policy options, national and international authorities have tried to develop alternatives that aim to reduce irregular migration. These policy options can be deployed individually or could be combined with each other. However, all policy options have inherent advantages and disadvantages, as the following brief overview will illustrate.
The most common policy measure is to tighten border controls, which reduces clandestine entries.
However, this policy is incapable of sealing borders. It does not stop the most common form of irregular migration, namely so-called visa overstayers or non-nationals working irregularly. 13 This widely preferred policy option is costly as well. Additionally, higher border controls may restrain legal travelling, as well as international trade.
Policies of higher internal controls (i.e. within the countries' territory) represent another widespread measure of 'direct control'. Such policies facilitate enforcement agencies to identify irregular migrants, but also rely on the logic that they could serve as a deterrent on prospective irregular migrants, since it would produce an additional obstacle to live or work in the destination country. In the UK for instance, the introduction of Identification Cards (IDs) has been heatedly debated in parliament. The reason for controversial parliamentary discussions on this topic is the perceived negative impact of such a surveillance measure on civil liberties. Vulnerable groups could be marginalised even further because of discrimination on the basis of their identity.
Governments have the option to introduce additional schemes of legal migration. For instance, temporary work programs, which increase the incentives to migrate legally, however, it is questionable how far these temporary workers need to be monitored or surveyed, since they could potentially overstay their legal stay in the country, i.e. irregularly overstay.
Another policy option applied widely in the EU is the control of the informal economy. It reduces the incentives for irregular employment at the demand and the supply side, both for irregular workers and irregular employers. Tax revenues would also rise. However, this policy leads to a higher bureaucratic burden for employers. In addition, irregular migration could be driven further underground and therefore would be less controllable for authorities. Irregular migrants may see no other chance than choosing criminal actions to make their living.
Likewise, deportations or voluntary returns are controversial instruments. Both reduce the number of irregular migrants in the country. On the other hand, they are very costly, cannot be implemented on a larger scale, may be disruptive on social and economic grounds, and carry consequences that cannot be accepted on a humanitarian basis (see also below). There are individual cases of successful voluntary returns where the person could be integrated socially and economically, but this still represents a very complex and sensitive procedure.
Some countries in the EU, such as Belgium, Italy, France, Greece, Portugal and Spain have applied regularisation programmes of irregular migrants (see also Baldwin-Edwards and Kraler, 2009 ). Most programmes prescribe certain conditions, which 'the applicant' has to fulfil, i.e. 'earned regularisations'.
Informal labour can be reduced, tax revenues rise and the irregular migrants are less prone to be exploited by employers. This policy option offers the chance to gain more control over the labour market as well as irregular migration as such. However, societal sentiments towards such policies are rather negative in most countries, since they could encourage prospective irregular migrants hoping for further regularisations in the near future. They also produce additional administrative work and employers are reluctant to pay higher wages to their former irregularly employed workers.
The Field of Research on Irregular Migration -Focussing on Policy-Making
Although categorised as a sensitive topic for research by Lee (1993) and Düvell et al (2008) , irregular migration has developed into one of the fastest growing research fields in migration studies over the past 15 years. In the US, research commenced a little earlier than in Europe, as shown by Cornelius (1982) , Papademetriou and di Marzio (1986) Several hundred studies have been published dealing with irregular immigration, including Alt (1999 Alt ( , 2003 , Bade (2001 , 2003 ) Blum et al (2002 , Boyusz et al (2004 ), Cyrus (2008a , 2008b ) Doomernik and Jandl (2008 ), Düvell (2006c , 2007 , Eichenhofer et al (1999) , Jordan and Düvell (2003) , Sciortino (2000 Sciortino ( , 2004 , Vogel (1996) . All have made significant contributions.
Migration or irregular migration turns out to be a highly complex, dynamic and non-predictable phenomenon. Any attempt to depict a snapshot presents a rather static image of a situation at a given point in time and thus inevitably misses the dynamic and process-based nature of migration, as well as the corresponding policy responses. Hence, this dissertation tries to develop an adequate and dynamic and flexible method designed to grasp the evolutionary character of the phenomenon and policies alike. At the same time, the proposed method tries to overcome the conventional separation of historical and sociological migration studies. History should be consulted before the present is or will be interpreted as
Düvell (2009) (Rodriguez, 1996) , (2) the analysis of the 'tug-of-war' between institutions and individuals (Shrestha, 1987) , (3) the carving out of 'autonomy' in migration processes (Mezzadra, 2004) , and (4) the understanding of political meanings of migration. By applying a discursive policy analysis focusing on language and actors (for more details see the research methods in Chapter 3), this dissertation will contribute to this underdeveloped field of research in particular.
The research field of irregular migration can be subdivided into several categories of research foci or research interests: (1) irregularity and legal frameworks (Böcker and Vogel, 1997; Böhning, 1984; Boyusz et al. 2004; Davy, 2002) , (2) irregularity and human/migrant rights (e.g. Gibney and Hansen, 2003; Goodwin-Gill, 2000; McHardy, 1994) , (3) irregularity and human security (e.g. Ibrahim, 2005; Koser, 2000 Koser, , 2005 , (4) irregularity and national/internal security (e.g. Bigo, 2001 Bigo, , 2002 Bigo, , 2007 Huysmans, 2000; McSweeny, 1996 McSweeny, , 1999 Pastore, 2001; Vollmer, 2008b) , (5) irregularity and the labour market (e.g. Piore, 1979; Salt, 1992) ; (6) irregularity and living conditions/social networks i.e. irregular migrants' shadow existence (e.g. Alt, 1999 Alt, , 2003 Pasichnyi, 2007) .
The seventh focus is that of irregularity and policy-making. As already alluded above, the need for solutions and the search for causes were ranked high on political agendas when it came to irregular migration and its concomitant effects. Guiraudon and Joppke (2001) refer to a lack of literature theorising on migration policies. Some theory-based studies can be found (e.g. Entorf, 2000; Freeman, 1994; Massey et al. 2005 Other country specific studies, such as those on regularisation programmes in the UK for instance, are The research field of policy-making processes in the policy domain of cross-border migration can, however, be considered a neglected or rather recently explored one. Thus, the review below draws on some studies that focus on one or the other issue of the wider field of migration policies and touch upon irregular migration issues, but do not specifically aim to examine them. Research on policy-making designed to combat irregular migration as such, will be briefly addressed due to its evident lack of discussion in the literature.
Research on policy-making seems to represent a sort of fourth generation research topic in the discipline of migration studies. First generation studies were essentially concerned with the demographic composition and evolution of migration flows into, and immigrant stocks within European countries.
Second generation research has focused primarily on immigrants' economic integration and their social behaviours. The third generation has dealt mainly with social integration policies and political participation. Only recently, has the inquiry of how exactly immigration polices are designed and decided upon gained more recognition among researchers.
In following this young research objective, decision-making processes have been analysed in terms of their formal structure, i.e. levels of government and its different competencies ranging from central government to municipal administrations; or the cooperation between these different levels of governance (Kooiman, 1993; Scharpf, 1993 The majority of the studies on policy-making structures focus on actors' horizontal relations and their underlying decision-making processes, i.e. at regional, national or local levels. The national level is certainly the most thoroughly investigated. These studies usually focus on policy processes taking place in national formal arenas, such as the national parliaments or governments. These aim to reconstruct processes of policy-making in order to demonstrate political parties' negotiation and emerging coalitions that work on migration issues (e.g. Baldwin-Edwards and Fakiolas, 1999).
Other studies examine governmental action and parliamentary negotiation in relation to actors from civil society or the implementation level, i.e. local actors (e.g. Alink, 2002) . This field of research is directed to the concomitant experts' influence on the national policy-making processes that take place in parliamentary and governmental institutions. Similarly, the nexus of research and policy-making has been investigated in many European counties: in France (Tissot, 2002; Feldblum, 1999) , in the Netherlands (Penninx, 1984 (Penninx, , 1992 (Penninx, , 1998 (Penninx, , 2004 or in Sweden (Widgren and Hammar, 2004) .
With regards to paradigms, several studies can be found in the field of research. Tissot (2002) took a sociological perspective and primarily analysed the processing of policy frames, which reconstruct the evolution of French urban-renewal policy. In contrast, Feldblum (1999) depicts the 1980s debate on citizenship and examines how epistemic communities were able to establish a consensus on reforms concerning integration politics. Dutch examples, most crucially Penninx (1984, 1992, 1998, 2004) , represent an assessment of experts' influence on the policy-making process ranging from problem recognition to stages of implementation. Penninx found that at the end of the 1970s, the role of researchers in Dutch policy-making processes intensified, as the pressure for a more consistent immigration policy increasingly grew.
Another approach to investigating policy-making processes can be found in studies focussing on policymaking culture. This approach can be subdivided into two groups. The first assumes that culture is a coherent system of norms and beliefs influencing individual actors heavily, i.e. culture is understood as being pre-determined. The second assumes that culture is reconstructed and represented by policy frames that guide actions and learning processes, i.e. culture is understood as constantly changing and underlies an ongoing process of (re-) construction. An example of the first group is research conducted on the administrative cultures of street-level bureaucrats, provided by Cyrus and Vogel (2003) or Düvell and Jordan (2003) . These studies question how liberal border policies could encounter resistance in the preexisting belief systems concerned with law and order, as well as primarily with the control and restriction of immigration. The second group of studies underlines the importance of explaining the emergence of policy frames that have been formed and agreed upon by the actors involved, which influence the identification of possible policy measures and final outcomes of the policy-making processes (e.g. for Italy see Zincone (2006)).
Other scholars apply the paradigm of neo-institutionalism. Some researchers predominantly use pathdependence and policy legacy approaches, especially in the research field of citizenship (e.g. Brubaker, 1992) . Some other studies, using the same perspective, illustrate how, for instance at a local level, immigration policies were shaped more and more by established actors and institutional arrangements rather than by developed policy programmes or laws designed at higher levels of government (e.g.
Damay, 2002).
Furthermore, the 'rational paradigm', including approaches such as rational choice, public choice or game theory, has also been applied in a number of studies. Bosswick and Bronnenmeyer (2001) looked at NGOs as strategic players that influence levels of government in Germany and therefore have influence on the immigration policy field. Studies such as Crowley (1999) examine the xenophobic attitudes in governments that lead to a theory based on xenophobic constraints among conservative parties due to the actor's need to be able to form coalitions. In the same way, Hansen (2000) adds that parties forming progressive coalitions also need to introduce restrictive immigration policy such as reducing the inflow of immigrants to this hypothesis. According to her, these ambitions were driven by the powerful antiimmigration public opinion and the consequential loss of votes.
Regarding research methods, most studies have applied qualitative ones, such as in-depth or semistructured interviews with key actors and policy analysis of documents, e.g. parliamentary debates or official statements. Studies on street-level bureaucracy, for instance, have used participant observation to analyse practices and attitudes of civil servants.
Since the objective of this dissertation is to deconstruct the discursive evolution of the policy domain of irregular migration policy-making and the competitive mobilisation processes of a 'policy frame', a conceptual framework that is capable of handling this research objective shall be provided. A framework will be proposed, which consists of concepts and their relations to each other. This will be presented in the following sections at an abstract and theoretical level, while the concepts in question will be embedded in methodological terms in the last part of this Chapter 2 as well as applied in research practice when turning to the research methods in Chapter 3.
The following framework begins by sketching the policy-making processes and their domain, and proceeds by navigating such processes, actors or coalition of actors, policy frames and meta-frames. Most importantly, this framework sketches the mobilisations of policy frames or frame formations (the analytical term in this study) that are used by actors and the effective linkages to policy choices reflecting broader, societal values. Actors stand a strong chance of formatting their policy frames as 'the' dominant perspective, which guides and navigates policy-making processes. To support this framework, the following sections draw upon literature addressing actor-based perspectives and the role of 'ideas' in politics. The last sections will summarise the 'research arena', in which policy discourse will take place and will subsequently be analysed.
Concepts and Framework -Policy-Making and Policy Frames
A general policy framework contributes to a closer understanding of public policy-making processes themselves. For this purpose, policy process and how actors behave within it can be looked at in more detail.
Policy-making is usually embedded in the context of how interests of actors and parliaments, as well as governmental negotiations, evolve over time. Although this study -as will be elaborated in full detail at a later stage -focuses mainly on discourses and language of such policy processes, the general framework of the field of policy-making and the relation between policy frames and actors may be demonstrated as follows.
Scholars have found that strategies of political power do not revolve solely around the exercise of 'hard power', i.e. the ability to translate material resources into bargaining leverage and coercive threats, but also includes the use of 'soft power', such as persuasion, the management of policy perceptions, and the establishment of a new framework of debate (Nye, 1990a (Nye, , 1990b (Nye, , 2004 , embodied in language.
The use of such policy frames is a 'soft power' strategy deployed by actors in policy-making processes. A 'policy frame' refers to a 'schemata of interpretation ' (Goffman, 1974) , or a perspective on a policy situation that encapsulates a problem definition, a specific course of action, and a preferred solution.
When adopted by policy-makers within a policy domain, a policy frame influences policy-making characteristics; these include questions of which problems are being addressed, which actors are deemed relevant to participate, and which policy instruments are most appropriate. From this perspective, changes in policy directions over time may be viewed as the product of competition between the actor's construction and mobilisation of different policy frames.
Actors construct and mobilise policy frames while engaging in three activities considered crucial to effecting policy change: coalition-building, institutional manipulation, and ideational alignment (e.g. Hajer and Laws, 2006) . In relation to coalitions, frames offer a 'focal point' for the construction and maintenance of coalitions in complex and fragmented policy processes. Finally, frames prove helpful to actors in aligning new policy initiatives with broader societal themes and values.
In developing a deconstruction of policies towards immigration control and more specifically towards irregular migration polices, two distinct bodies of literature will be drawn upon, which are two of the essential 'building blocks' of politics: actors and ideas (Heclo, 1993) .
The first body of literature consists of actor-based models of the policymaking process, approaches that characterise modern politics by the presence of various policy networks, epistemic communities, and/or advocacy coalitions operating within sector-specific policy domains. These group formations represent an effective and practical vehicle for the pursuit of interests within complex and fragmented political systems; their durability and effectiveness often depend upon the shared viewpoints and beliefs held by group members.
Second, and most crucial for this study, an ideas-based literature will be employed to analyse the role of cognitive and normative factors in justifying and legitimising policy choices. Scholars such as Goldstein (1993), Hall (1989) and Sikkink (1991) argue that policy-making occurs within an ideational framework, consisting of several layers of ideas ranging from specific policy ideas to prevailing public sentiments.
According to this literature, policy domains are usually characterised by coherence amongst different layers of ideas. From this perspective, policy change must be viewed in light of how new proposals are made to 'fit' coherently within a given ideational framework. New ideas must nest within these layers;
otherwise, actors will need to attempt realignment in order to make new proposals appear 'legitimate' and 'right'.
Policy Domains and Policy Processes
Policy frame mobilisation takes place within the context of a policy domain. A 'policy domain' refers to a social space in which actors gather to participate in policy deliberation, with the goal of affecting the content of legislation or agreement (Fligstein and McNichol, 1998) . Domains are dependent upon a larger political entity but function with a high degree of autonomy; they process all the policies associated with a general issue or sector, such as migration regulation, et cetera (Fritschler and Hoefler, 1996) .
A host of scholars emphasise that the domain or 'meso' level of policy-making produces most of the system's legislation, thus demanding detailed and robust empirical scrutiny (Fligstein and McNichol, 1998; Richardson, 2001 ).
Theoretically, domains are composed of the two essential conceptual elements of this study: actors and ideas. Actors include the array of networks and coalitions, which try to make the policy domain their 'turf'. Ideas comprise the ideational framework that also structures action in a domain by constraining new ideas to 'fit' with existing values. In addressing a 'domain', therefore, the actors and ideas that constitute it are also referred to.
14 Well-established and 'mature' policy domains typically display some degree of stability, i.e. familiar constellations of interests are entrenched; legal procedures, behavioural rules, and policy-making routines are institutionalised; and policies resonate and 'fit' with existing ideational frameworks. The interests controlling such a policy domain will usually enjoy a "policy monopoly" over challengers and will usually be able to rebuff pressures emanating from outside of the domain (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993:
6). The opposite is applicable for unstable and newly emerging fields of policy-making, so that the policy domain may be open to new actor coalitions and newly formed ideas that lack the foundation required to create stability. At other times, policy failure, perceived crisis, or the introduction of a new policy principle will destabilise a domain and put existing actors under threat (see for example: Goldstein, 1993; Hogwood and Gunn, 1984; Radaelli, 1997; Sandholtz and Zysman, 1989) . In moments of either domain formation or domain destabilisation, 'windows of opportunity ' (Kingdon, 1995) are likely to open to policy actors mobilizing new policy frames.
Policy Frames and Actors in the Policy Processes
A central analytical concept of this study is the 'policy frame' or 'frame'. A policy frame refers to a shared construction of reality, an interpretative lens through which a problematic policy situation can be made sense of and acted upon (Rein and Schön, 1991) . Early work on framing took place in the field of social movement theory, where scholars used frames to explain how movement leaders engage in the production and maintenance of meaning by 'framing' issues in ways that appeal to followers (Snow and Benford, 1992) .
Increasingly, the frame concept has been adapted for use in political analysis and studies of policy processes. Schön and Rein (1994) , for instance, argue that multiple policy frames can characterise any given policy process and are likely to lead to prolonged conflict. From this perspective, "parties to policy controversies see issues, policies and policy situations in different and conflicting ways that embody different belief systems and related prescriptions for action, often crystallized in generative metaphors" (Ibid.: xviii). Policy analysts have seized upon the notion of conflicting frames, using 'frame competition' to illustrate which frames rise to prominence and thus impact upon policy outcomes.
Recent studies have applied the policy frame concept to explain trans-national movements (Keck and Sikkink, 1998) A policy frame provides a seemingly clear motive or justification for action; or, as Snow and Benford put it, "a call to arms or rationale for engaging in ameliorative or corrective action " (1988: 199) . This is largely normative in orientation, offering symbols, scripts, "generative metaphors" and "problem-setting stories" which appear to validate problem formulations and preferred solutions (Schön and Rein, 1994: 29) , by providing answers to three critical questions -What is at issue? What is to be done? What is the motive for action? In other words, a policy frame functions not only to help actors interpret situations, but also to assist them in acting upon those situations.
A policy frame projects a subjective image of a policy issue in a way that biases outcomes in certain directions. That image offers an accompanying 'story', which, by implication, may activate or exclude certain actors, and justify or reject the association of choices with broader social values and themes.
Policy frames thus hold the potential to shape policy outcomes. When a particular policy frame becomes established within a policy-making process, some actors are likely to 'win', while others will 'lose'. In this way, frames are connected integrally to actors' perceived interests. Policy frames and their single components allow actors to make important connections between new or existing facts, information, and analysis, with values and interests in the policy process. This function is particularly valuable during periods of uncertainty, ambiguity, or crisis. During these times, Barletta (2001) argues, frames allow actors to link generic interests and values with specific policy alternatives.
Policy Frames and Coalition of Actors
Actors construct and use policy frames in order to build and maintain supportive coalitions. More specifically, policy frames engage new constellations of actors and link actors' conception of interests so as to induce cooperation.
Actor-based models privilege agency and the pursuit of interests in helping to explain 'who wins' in the policy process. The study of networks demands the disaggregation of the policy process, government institutions, and interest organisations and argues that influence and power are to be found in the interrelationships between sub-systemic actors (Lehmbruch, 1998; Richardson, 1996; Thatcher, 1998) .
Given the importance of actor-based networks in pursuing goals in the policy process, how do policy frames assist actors in building networks and coalitions? The literature on 'issue definition' and 'social movements' illuminates the relationship between policy frames and coalitions. Schattschneider (1960) , as one of the first, argued that those actors able to control the 'scope of politics', by managing the expansion or contraction of participation, gain the political upper hand. A way to control who has a say in the policy process is by defining policy alternatives. Schattschneider referred to "the supreme instrument of power" Portraying an issue in a certain way can be used as a strategy against opponents to gain debating advantage. Nelkin (1975) called such processes 'issue expansion', and saw actors defining issues in such terms so as to restrict participation and exclude opponent groups, which may connect issues with broad concepts in order to encourage participation (Plein, 1991) . Policy frames convey a particular image of a policy problem or issue and thus imply certain definitions and alternative solutions. The activation and constructing a policy frame leads to a selection of different constituencies, while excluded groups try to activate new and opposing policy frame to find their way back into the field and enter a conflict. Frames illuminate potential constellations of interest and it is questionable how frames induce actual cooperation.
Scholars of social movements apply the 'frame' and 'framing' concepts to analyse how leaders of such movements formed and aligned their interests, goals, and most significantly their orientation with those of prospective supporters in order to pursue goals. Snow and Benford found leaders who 'frame', or assign meaning to and interpret relevant events and conditions in ways that are intended to mobilise potential adherents "to garner bystander support, and to demobilise antagonists" (1988: 198) . Policy frames are a resource used to highlight and attract supporters to a particular policy alternative in the ongoing policy process.
More recent work on frames specifies precisely how frames induce cooperation. Glenn (1999), in a study on socio-political movements, developed the concept of framing power to describe how it might induce cooperation. He stated that "framing plays an essential role not merely by persuading individuals to join a movement under favourable opportunities, but also by aligning the claims of challengers with the identities of pre-existing actors" (Glenn 1999: 191) . In other words, frames stand for a mechanism, with which to bind the identities and interests of prospective supporters with new images, ideas or beliefs concerning new issues at stake.
Stone and Sweet et al (2000) refer to an activation of disparate actors or groups of actors by encouraging them to form stable conceptions of roles and identity. Garrett and Weingast (1993) put forward the proposition of ideas providing 'focal points' which ensure cooperation and coordination by suggesting a particular course of action, i.e. elements of a frame. Such elements align identities and interests in a way that encourage collective action -or persuade a vote for one or the other policy option at hand.
If different policy frames draw together different types of coalitions, what types of coalitions might
emerge? This is addressed in the public policy and international relations literature, more specifically literature on 'policy networks', 'epistemic communities', and 'advocacy coalitions'. Börzel (1997: 1) defines a policy network as:
"A set of relatively stable relationships which are non-hierarchical and interdependent in nature, linking a variety of actors who share a common interest with regard to a policy and who exchange resources to pursue these shared interests, acknowledging that cooperation is the best way to achieve common goals."
'Policy network' is in fact a generic term. Richardson and Jordan (1979) put forward the concept of 'policy communities' to denote the informal, but close and stable, exchange relationships amongst policy actors operating by a set of shared understandings and a 'common language '. Heclo (1978) employed the term 'issue networks' to highlight the fluidity and dynamics of actors in the policy process. He found entries of new groups into the policy process, which created loosely-knit 'webs of influence' or 'issue networks' providing the basis of a policy process. The more recently developed 'Rhodes Model', uses the term 'policy network' as an umbrella description of actor-based networks on a continuum, ranging from tightly integrated 'policy communities' to looser and more conflict-driven 'issue networks' (Rhodes, 1990; Rhodes and Marsh, 1992) .
Some policy frames may encourage the formation of networks of knowledge-based experts, or 'epistemic communities' (Adler and Haas, 1992; Haas, 1992) . This can be seen as a refinement of the generic policy network model. Haas (1992) focuses on coalition formation and mechanisms of influence in his 'epistemic community'. These he defines as "a network of professionals with recognized expertise and competence in a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge" within this domain (Haas, 1992: 3) . This analysis was later applied to behavioural models of states in international policy coordination (e.g. Verdun, 1999) . The central claim is that nowadays policy-making is complex and uncertain and these conditions force political actors to use knowledge-based communities, i.e.
'epistemic communities'. These have shared expertise and beliefs that influence policy-makers alike.
Notably, the emphasis put on cognitive factors in the epistemic community approach is quite similar to the assumptions and techniques related to the study of framing. Haas (1992) found actor-based networks that share in the first place common beliefs and "tend to affiliate and identify themselves with groups that likewise reflect and seek to promote those beliefs" (Ibid.: 19). In the case of epistemic communities, those seek to spread their mindset and represent their perspective on the 'proper' construction of social reality (Ruggie, 1975) . They actively draw people into this mind-set as it is the strategy of political actors employing policy frames and their mobilisation. Frames, by integrating interests, beliefs, and information as discussed above, can be used to make these connections in a politically-expedient way. In either case, by 'framing' issues in ways congruent with the existing belief systems, political actors entice 'epistemic' actors into new political coalitions. The epistemic community approach assumes that technical specialists and experts will always develop a consensual approach to complex policy problems. However, policymaking situations and expert opinions may fragment and clash as much as traditional interest group opinions. The use of a policy frame, and its construction, rather focuses on knowledge and beliefs that are wrapped up in different types of policies, which compete for influence and success -this epitomises the focus of this study.
Policy Frames and Meta-Frames
This section elaborates on the relationship between policy frames and meta-frames (or the ideational framework) within a policy domain.
According to Hall, policy-making takes place not only within an institutional framework or context, but also within an 'interpretive' or 'ideational' framework (1993: 279; 1989: 383; respectively) . This framework is organised into a hierarchical structure with general values and prevailing ideologies constraining more domain-specific policy ideas. It may be assumed that specific policy choices must be seen to resonate or 'nest' with broader values in order to gain support in the political process (Sikkink, 1991) . Actors use policy frames to make these connections as explicit as possible and 'fit' their policy preferences with broader societal values and a prevailing ideological climate.
Such meta-frames stand for such an ideational framework and it is questionable why these are to be considered within the policy analysis. How do actors create policy frames, and can they appear to be coherent with broader values or meta-frames?
The 'ideas-based' literature within political science consists of analyses within comparative politics, political economy, foreign policy, and historical analysis, which bring ideas, culture, and other cognitive factors back into the analysis of politics. The underlying premise is that interests and actors cannot fully explain policy outcomes (e.g. Blyth, 1997; Yee, 1996) . Goldstein and Keohane (1993) or Goldstein (1993) , held that economic and rational choice explanations of decision-making do not suffice and cognitive factors should henceforth be included, they argued. Comparative studies were directed towards cognitive factors to explain how policy processes were developed and came to life, especially when referring to singling out national deviations in policy adoption focussing on why some ideas were transmitted and others were rejected (e.g. Jobert, 1989; Kingdon, 1995; Radaelli, 1997) . The different levels of abstraction of ideas led in most studies to different assumptions of direct relations between ideas and policy options and the following construction of policy frames. Some argued that policy options are specified by 'programmatic ideas' (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993) or 'policy core beliefs' (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999), others spoke of 'policy paradigms ' (Hall, 1993) or 'issue-area doctrines'
(Campbell, 1998), and then some scholars denoted 'worldviews' (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993) as being broadly-held values and normative assumptions; and lastly 'public moods' (Campbell, 1998), or 'deep core beliefs' (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999), or 'prevailing public sentiments ' (Hall, 1989) .
Frame-specific literature suggests that 'meta-cultural frames' operate at this broad level (Schön and Rein, 1994) . In whichever manner each author chooses to describe these different cognitive levels, a great deal of attention is paid to understanding how the influence of specific ideas is conditioned by how they relate to broader values and beliefs.
Campbell tried to make such relations visible by describing ideas as being related in a "hierarchically nested fashion" (1998: 400). In other words, policy specific ideas must fit with broader worldviews and public sentiments if they are to be considered politically acceptable. Specific policy proposals are thus constrained by broader values, or broad-based attitudes and normative assumptions held by large segments of the population about what is desirable and what is not. These values constrain the normative range of solutions that will be viewed as 'legitimate' and 'acceptable' by wider audiences. These broader cognitive forces, therefore, help to animate the political process, for only policy options which match these broader cognitive forces stand a chance of succeeding.
Hence, the success or failures of policy ideas or formatted frames is determined in the process. Goldstein and Sikkink suggested that policy proposals receiving support by actors in the political process are those which are congruent with general values i.e. "ideas that do not fit" well with underlying social values are less likely to get mobilised and be supported by actors in the process viz. the attentive public (1993: 12, 15) . Ideas need to be congruent with common, shared beliefs 'about the structure of "normal politics"'
and must "fit" well with existing ideas and ideologies in a particular historical setting" (Sikkink, 1991: 26) .
Most importantly, Campbell (1998) found that actors strategically intend to create such connections, which is a fundamental element for the framework and its relationship between agency and ideas. If one or another policy alternative may be in line with the actor's preferences, the idea underlying this policy alternative 'must fit with prevailing public sentiment'. Creating a policy frame and connecting it to a meta-frame allows policy-makers to create policy options liable for broad-based values and wider interests in ways that appear reasonable and coherent to political actors and the wider public alike.
Tarrow (1992: 189) states that:
"organisers attempt to relate their goals and programs directly to the existing values and predispositions of their target public. They are thus in a certain sense both consumers of existing cultural meanings and producers of new meanings, which are inevitably framed in terms of organisers' reading of the public's existing values and predispositions."
Snow and Bedford summarised the issue quite clearly by describing the relationship between policy frames and meta-frames as a 'frame resonance', which represents successful connection between a policy frame and the "existing popular understandings " (1988: 199) . It stands for a critical way for political actors to 'form frames' and link these to meta-frames as the successful 'frame mobilisation' depends upon such linkage.
To sum up, in order to pursue policy change effectively, actors must be able to link policy choices to broader political values in ways that resonate and appear to 'make sense' to other actors and the general public. Here, policy frames are critical because they make these linkages explicit and may encompass an 'ideational package', i.e. meta-frames.
After having introduced the focal concepts and their theoretical background, their place in the view of methodology will be described in the following sections. Research methods and analytical instruments, which underlie such concepts and methodology, will be subsequently elaborated in Chapter 3.
Conceptual Framework and Methodology

Discourse Analysis -Framing Analysis
Discourse analysis is an analytical and methodological approach applied in a number of different disciplines. This study focuses on a political discourse addressing a specific phenomenon.
The term 'discourse' stands in this context for a conversation and oral speech between individuals. It is used as a metaphor to denote the social 'dialogue' that takes place among political actors and collations.
Such dialogues had taken place mostly in oral but also, in written form. Usually, discourse analysis splits up a text into two levels of organisation; surface structure and discursive structure and its hypercodes. The former commonly consists of another two sub-categories called coding and discursive structure (Gamson and Lasch, 1983) .
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The discursive structure of the text refers to its content, namely to what the text says about a given subject. The analysis of the discursive organisation of a text aims at highlighting its issue or topic and the way in which the text is organised around this issue. In other words, it examines the semantic macrostructure(s) of the text (van Dijk, 1980 (van Dijk, , 1985 , i.e. the fairly simple bits of information which language users formulate in order to summarise larger and more complex units of discourse. One can see the text in question as a complete semantic unit made up of sentences organised around one or more policy issues. Some discourse analysts refer to the strategy of 'topicalisation' of a text (e.g. Pollard and Sag, 1994) . This strategy consists in constructing an argument or an issue in a particular way so that certain elements are emphasised at the expense of others.
The construction of an issue or policy issue within a given text involves the use of symbolic constructs or frame formations (i.e. policy frames). These constructs include symbols, ideas or images, which guide other actors towards a specific understanding of the policy issues. Thus, there is a semantic disambiguation and the language perceiver (policy-maker) using specific keys for its perception. Such keys are sometimes referred to as 'signature elements' (Gamson and Lasch, 1983; Gamson and Modigliani, 1989) , i.e. codes, 'composites' or 'elements' which refer to interpretive schemes in a wider sense; i.e. meta-frames. A construction of composites or elements builds a frame formation (see Snow and Benford, 1992) . Other scholars refer to terms such as '(media) packages', which have the same meaning; however, 'frame formation' was introduced for this analysis as it seemed more appropriate since it related to a 'framing' process (Gamson and Modigliani, 1989) .
The scope of the following discourse analysis is to deconstruct texts so that their 'framing' structure, i.e.
the interpretive schemes and/or symbolic constructs, become apparent. It furthermore aims at highlighting the relationship between these 'framing' elements and the actual issue of the textual artefact. The policy issues in fact, emerge through the specific symbolic-interpretive structure. In other words, the analysis will uncover the surface structure of speech acts, recorded by texts, in order to display how the issue of the text has been constructed and how apparently minor words, a segment of phrases or whole sentences, or sequences of sentences produced a specific symbolic construct and, thus, a particular view of the world, i.e. identifying frame formations.
A second level of analysis refers to the deep structure of the document or text. This level consists of the narrative and the ideological structure. The narrative structure regards the organisation of a text on the basis of some generalised model of stories. The prototype of a narrative structure may be found in what Lévi-Strauss (1983) called the 'universal structure of myth'. The narrative structure concerns the actors or the roles involved in the story, the deeds or the goals at stake and also the temporal and causal sequence of the events. Some scholars have sought to identify a universal structure, fitting to all types of stories.
However, this universality remains under question (Eco, 1979) .
The study of the ideological structure is particularly interesting when questioning how the actual social structure is represented in an oral or written communication (Douglas, 1986 ).
The present study aims to find narrative structures of artefacts in speech and questions how political actors are affected by such artefacts from an often simple speech (Eco, 1979) . Furthermore, a large text may be organised in a number of narrative sub-structures. Thus, the implicit meaning conveyed by the text may also vary from one section to another. An ideological or value structure of text can be shown by the analysis of its discursive and narrative pattern. Actors' symbolic constructs or frame formations involved in the speech or discourse are related to values, and this may be examined according to the given text and the given society at the time being.
Frames Formations as Cognitive 'Tool-Kits'
To recall the above, the concept of policy frames, or as used for analysis 'frame formations', refers to the use of schemata of interpretation making social reality meaningful, i.e. providing patterns of understanding. The cognitive theory of framing refers to a process used by people to organise their experiences by relating it to already known patterns. The perception of the elements of a frame formation can be put in place through a pre-existing cognitive structure. Psychological studies such Heider (1958) confirm that people perceive reality and form expectations by linking temporary attitudes with preexisting stable patterns of behaviour. In other words, new and diverse elements of frame formations can be linked to already known and persistent backgrounds, which becomes a point of reference for the individual. In the context of this study, the individual is a political perceiver making decisions determining policy.
In the framework of cognitive-psychological heuristics, two aspects shall be pointed out and kept in mind.
People, or such political actors, perceive selectively since they are attracted by those perceptive elements that are more familiar to them, i.e. the elements that may be used in frame formations need to fit into pre-existing cognitive frames in order to 'hit a nerve', as elaborated at length above. Eco (1979) argues that perceivers understand the world through cognitive frames that are already present in the perceiver's culture or memory. The meaning of a speech act or simple words is provided by the perceiver's culture and only partially influenced by the external world or environment. 16 In sum, the above insights have the following implications for the analysis at hand: first, dominant frames formations emerge and establish themselves in reaction to pre-existing attitudes and belief systems: in selectively constructing understandings, policy-makers are constrained both by their own previously-held beliefs and cognitive maps, and by those of their audience (since in this way the frame formations becomes effective). And second, once new frame formations (or single frame composites) are articulated in ways conforming to existing ones, they are more likely to become established and less likely to be disputed. These two implications are significant when attempting to demonstrate policy evolution. The following sections will clarify the methodological importance of this for the study of the shifts in immigration policies in Germany and the UK.
Social Representation and Framing Analysis
To follow up on the roots of 'framing', one can look at exemplifications found in the discipline of social psychology. It complements the understanding of the applied methodology and links the above actor perspective with the selected approach of discourse analysis. Thus, frames and the construction of frame formations may be regarded as a particular expression of social representations. Their role in messaging via language can be related to the more generalised function of social representations with regard to social reality -or as leading to coalition building, as elaborated more extensively above.
With reference to Moscovici (1981: 181) , social representations are:
"cognitive systems with a logic and language of their own [..] They do not represent simply "opinions about", "images of" or "attitudes towards" but "theories" or "branches of knowledge" in their own right, for the discovery and organisation of reality" (Moscovici: xii, in Herzlich, 1973) .
Hence, at this point one can draw together various forms and functions at different levels of social realitythese are cognitive, ideological and psychological. Social representations have a conventional and prescriptive nature (Moscovici, 1984) . They can either conventionalise the objects, persons and events so that any new elements encountered are assimilated into the existing model. Or, they have prescriptive power to the extent that nobody is free of the prior conditioning, which is imposed to the mind by language, culture and, thus, by the representations existing in a given group or coalition.
Notably, terms of social representation and frames seem to have an identical meaning or at least have highly similar functions. Senders and perceivers of speech acts make sense of an issue by means of the construction of framing and re-framing, by their formatting and re-formatting.
In the discipline of social psychology, social representations are the analytical category investigating the role that social cognition plays with respect to the mental activity, in which individuals engage when dealing with reality, i.e. situations, events and communication (e.g. Haslam, 1994; Potter and Edwards, 1999) . A dynamic process of 'familiarisation' sets in when people perceive new communicative elements, which depend on previous experiences or paradigms. This process has the effect that representation involves the separation of normally linked concepts and perceptions and their setting into pre-existing contexts where the unusual or new can be included in an acknowledged category that may be put forward by the sender. The sender may intend to re-format or re-new the re-presentation.
Frame formations accomplish the same function through organising the words or spoken text around a specific (policy) issue. They offer predefined patterns, which guide the perceiver. Thus, an unfamiliar and new issue, such as an asylum crisis for instance, and a disturbing concept related to it, i.e. 'threat to culture', are assimilated into an existing pattern of thought, namely the idea of control over immigration.
Frame formations and social representations are however different when it comes to the execution of a methodology. Social representations use socio-psychological parameters involved in cognition, while framing involves discursive functions. In a way, frame formations and their construction are, from a socio-cognitive perspective, specific discursive forms of social representations. The crucial distinction is that the notion of frame formations also aims at highlighting the use of framing as a strategy used by political actors as elaborated in the above sections. The frame formations that political actors use in their discourse are pre-set in the socio-cognitive system of a given group or coalition. Each group disposes of a certain number of frame elements. How such frame elements are selected and used in a policy process presents a particular viewpoint from which the receivers of the communication perceive and conceive social reality.
The definition of the notion of frames formations in relation to the phenomenon of social representation introduces some methodological tools for the following discourse analysis. According to Moscovici (1984) , the phenomenon of social representation is comprised of two processes: anchoring and objectification, or mobilisation. The process of anchoring is the introduction and integration of a new element into a pre-existing cognitive framework and to the beginning stages of the building of a new frame formation for a particular issue. New ideas, elements or symbols, are reduced to an ordinary category or the familiar image and are thus included into the pre-existing system of thought. This categorisation of a new element or a whole formation of elements involves choosing a paradigm from those stored in memory and relating the new formation to this paradigm or, as referenced above, by relating the element to a 'meta-frame'. Similarly, a 'meta-frame' provides a known structure through which unfamiliar knowledge is recognised and emerges in the frame formation -then the new element of the whole formation is 'anchored' and may have its effects on the policy process.
The process of mobilisation creates a link between the element to be represented, the frame formation and the 'meta frame'. It transforms a discursive element, which is yet abstract, for instance an expressed opinion or a belief, into something substantial, almost concrete, i.e. an object or an image that represents a The process of mobilisation is related to such a mechanism of metonymy and metaphor as it is used in framing. The mechanism of metonymy and metaphor refers to some features of a frame element or composite. In other words, stating "the country will be flooded by irregular migrants" speaks of the threat to the native culture since it may drown. The rhetorical function of metaphor creates a relationship between two elements. The discursive elements may involve an event, an idea, or a real object quoted in the speech act. Through the metaphorical link of the 'element'-framed with the 'element'-framer, specific parts of the former are highlighted. Only those parts of the 'element'-framed that fit the 'element'-framer become prominent. Thus, the metaphor highlights some aspects of reality while others remain in the dark.
The mechanisms of mobilisation and anchoring function at two different levels. Mobilisation is related to the figurative use of language, i.e. the (over)simplification of complex processes and issues get often refers to the coding of the words or segments of phrases, which function as a metonymy or a metaphor, as described above. The anchoring process involves the incorporation of such a new composite to the preexisting cognitive system or a meta-frame. In this sense, the mechanism of anchoring refers to the discursive structure or meta-frame of the speech act. The issue of the speech act is given prominence through standardised symbolic patterns and is thus integrated into a specific socio-cognitive order or meta-frame.
Towards Research Methods -Discursive Policy Analysis
The analysis presented in Chapters 4-6 of this dissertation is a discursive policy analysis, combining analytical elements from 'discourse analysis' and 'policy analysis'. Discourse analysis principally focuses on language and text only, while policy analysis predominantly focuses on actors. Thus, these two focal components are combined in the following discursive policy analysis. Not only will the language of this closed political circle, through which its communication and interaction are 'instrumentalised', be reviewed, but attention will also be directed towards 'interlocutors' (or 'language users') (Snow et al. 1986 ). The notion of discursive frame formations as regards their 'creators', are the central analytical components. The above elaboration clarified the background on these components while the following Chapter 3 illustrate how these notions will be used in 'research practice', i.e. applying discursive policy analysis.
Formal policy-making discourses that have been recorded represent the evolution of how policy changes have taken place, which is the central research question of this study: how have legislative changes taken place under the domination of one or another construct of understanding? Such framing is used purposefully and strategically in order to persuade other individuals, to influence or regulate the phenomenon in question in a certain way. The mobilisation of frame formations, which won 'the majority' in parliament and led to the hegemony of one or the other frame formation, will be identified by applying a discursive policy analysis. In other words, the period between 1973-1999 of this policy domain in Germany and the UK will be discursively deconstructed and subsequently compared and interpreted. To achieve this goal, the following research methods were put into practice.
